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RE: Comments Regarding NPRM PR Dock;t 9~ ,/'.'spectrum Refarming"

I would like to respectfully submit the following comments in regard to
the above proposal to "refarm" the frequency bands below 512 MHz. This
is an extremely important issue in that it will have such a major impact
upon almost everyone currently involved in the two-way radio field. The
changes will ultimately be the most dramatic to ever occur in our
industry since it began. They will have long-term implications well
into the next century. This proposal, therefore, requires careful
consideration on the part of not only the Commission, but all parties
presently involved in the growing communications marketplace.

Part One: Present Proposal Comments

Firstly, I agree with the Commission that the future of the communica
tions industry demands that the radio spectrum be used more efficiently.
I further realize that crowding and lack of available spectrum is
presently a major concern in many of our metropolitan areas. I am
extremely concerned, however, with some of the proposed ideas that are
being considered to address these problems.

A major rewrite of Part 90 as proposed will have a dramatic impact upon
present users of the affected bands. The first-stage transition date of
1996 is much too soon to allow for any hope of a smooth transition to
narrowband equipment. The present user of a center 25 KHz UHF channel
will be subject to severe interference as the adjacent 6.25 KHz channels
are allocated to new narrowband users. The receiver of the 25 KHz user
will be unable to tolerate these new "co-channel" stations without being
replaced. The same scenario would also apply to the changes in the VHF
bands. There will be an astronomical financial burden tagged to this
plan that for many users will mean either severe impairment of service
or bankruptcy. To make matters worse, not only will present mobile
equipment need to be replaced on a one for one basis, but fixed station
equipment owners will be faced with the task of adding additional
equipment and sites due to the substantial reductions in transmitter ERP
based upon site elevation.



There are many rural areas where the population served does not warrant
the large financial burden of constructing a large number of low-power,
low-height transmitter sites, when one high-power, high elevation site
will provide the same coverage at less cost. This concept applies to
paging-only channels, as well as conventional two-way repeater channels.
I certainly see the need to utilize only the transmiter power that is
required to do the job, and I have always been in favor of that concept.
But, as with any guideline there must be some degree of flexibility to
cover areas in which this would present only an economic burden with no
real-world gain in spectral efficiency.

I certainly favor the spectrum reuse approach in the large metro areas
where crowding and congestion are most prevalent, but I see no way to
justify the same "across the board" approach in the less densely
populated rural areas. Certainly, there should be certain blocks of
channels set aside for rural spectrum reuse (cellular, future PCS,
etc.), however there should still remain a large block of channels to be
used in these rural areas for wider-coverage single-site systems.
Economics, again, demands that this option remain intact. As an
example, I see nothing to be gained by forcing a rural operator to
construct ten low-power sites on the same frequency to cover the same
geographic area that could be covered by one high-power mountain-top
site also using the same frequency.

What will become of the users presently utilizing high-power mountain
top sites for their communication needs? Will they be asked to spend
millions of dollars to "come off of the hill" and invest in hundreds of
new low-power sites just to provide their users with the same coverage
area they had before? Who will be asked to pay the price for this undue
burden? The ultimate answer will be either the consumer will have to
absorb it, or in many cases the rural radio dealer and/or paging
provider will be driven out of business because of the lack of revenue
to invest millions of dollars on additional sites and equipment.

Part Two: Comments on Alternatives Available

I would like to formally suggest that PR Docket 92-235 be put on hold
pending the outcome of "The Emerging Telecommunications Technologies Act
of 1991" (H.R. 531/707, S. 218). This would allow for a much smoother
transition to the new spectrally efficient technologies.

It has been stated that the refarming plan would provide for as many as
3200 additional channels by using narrowband technology. If we limit
the analysis of this to 6.25 KHz slots, this gives a total bandwidth of
20 MHz to accomodate these new channels. My suggestion would be to use
20 MHz of spectrum obtained from the 200 MHz proposed to be returned
from the federal government. This would be an excellent way to justify
a "speedy" approval of this bill, and at the same time provide a space
for the "transition to newer, narrowband technologies."



This plan would solve ALL of the current problems facing the refarming
issue. First, it would provide the much-needed spectrum for our large
metro areas, and second, it would serve as a proving-ground for
manufacturers to introduce large volumes of narrowband equipment. As
more and more users move to these new frequencies to free themselves
from congested channels this will have a two-fold effect. The "old"
channels will become less crowded due to vacancies created by those who
relocate, and the increasing volume of "new" equipment purchases will
help to drive the prices down as the manufacturers recoup their
engineering investment sooner. As prices continue to fall this will
provide an even greater incentive to move to the new narrowband
channels.

Over a period of five to ten years the "vacated" Part 90 channels could
slowly be converted to narrowband "Part 88" rules as required. I would
think that this should be done on a geographic basis rather than on an
"across the board" approach. In this way, the areas that need spectrum
the most (larger MSA's) would have it available, and the areas that are
not in need of large blocks of additional spectrum (rural areas) would
not be "forced" to make a change when it's not necessary or practical.

The frequency coordinators would need to implement mileage seperation
guidelines as well as other criteria to ensure the peaceful co-existence
on "old" Part 90 frequencies being utilized by metro narrowband users
and rural conventional users. The present criteria being used in the
800 MHz band for the ESMR (low-power, frequency reuse) stations existing
with their high-power counter-parts can help as a foundation for working
out the basic guidelines.

I would also encourage more frequent inter-service sharing coordina
tions. As an example, in my area of the country there are many clear
450/460 MHz channels that are available, but rarely does anyone seem to
take advantage of coordinating an alternative channel. There are also
many common-carrier frequencies which need to be freed up in the 152 and
454 bands where frequencies lay dormant. The RCC's have no plans to use
them, but yet they are being held in "reserve" while other channels
experience over-crowding. This is an excellent area that could be
addressed in a "refarming" reform aggenda.

In the end we would end up with channel pools supporting narrowband only
(no exceptions), with a second pool of channels supporting narrowband in
the top urbanized areas as well as wide-band (or if not wide-band at
least higher ERP and HAAT limits) in the rural areas. The time-table
for this could easily meet or exceed the 2012 final date as set in the
present proposal. In addition, the present proposal of certain channels
being available on an exclusive basis could still be implemented in the
"new" channel blocks, as well as being "earned" through loading criteria
on selected "old" blocks as they become available.



I realize that my above suggestions are not as simple as what I have
outlined here, but I do feel that they are a very good starting point
toward a fair and realistic proposal in the pursuit of spectrum
efficiency. I would encourage the Commission to review these ideas
carefully and without haste. I am by no means suggesting that my plan
above is the one that should be followed, but rather I simply point out
that it is one of many alternatives which should be studied before a
final decision is made.

Respectfully submitted,
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